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Abstract: Improving heritage educommunication on the web 2.0 is key to reaching certain sustainable
development goals focused on educational quality and citizen participation. Although numerous
partial studies have already been conducted, to date neither assessment tools nor detailed studies are
available regarding the quality of educommunicative initiatives. Spain and Italy’s archaeological
heritage museums have a consolidated track record on Twitter, which has been bolstered by museum
closures due to COVID-19 and has resulted in a significant change to their educommunicative policies.
The present article aims to analyze educommunicative actions undertaken on Twitter at Italian
archaeological museums, compare their strategies with a previous study on Spanish institutions, and
analyze to what degree the sustainability of heritage, citizen participation, learning opportunities,
and universal access are being promoted. This mixed method analysis was carried out through
the implementation of a web 2.0 heritage educommunication analysis tool focused on three key
factors: educational procedure, R-elational interactions, and the prevailing learning paradigm, as
well as a content analysis of the variables that comprise them. The key findings suggest that neither
country is close to achieving a quality educommunicative strategy. Italian archaeological heritage
institutions use Twitter simply as an advertising platform. Despite being a social media platform,
participative initiatives are scarcely promoted, although heritage sustainability is promoted through
raising awareness of conservation and appreciation. Spanish institutions, however, demonstrated the
opposite pattern of use.
Keywords: archaeological museums; COVID-19; twitter; heritage education; educommunication;
sustainability; citizen participation
1. Introduction
Currently, we live in a context of constant connection, without space or time, where
communication utilizes both the rational and the emotional hemispheres of the brain in
close and permanent connection. Human beings are connected to a communicative and
multisensorial relationship ecosystem without coordinates, which brings together formats,
genres, mediums, and content [1]. Due to the present situation, we find ourselves in a
highly digital environment, which should be explored from the diverse vantage points of
research. This environment allows us to open up new avenues for teaching and bringing
society closer [2], in addition to providing a channel for accessible mass communication [3].
This promotes interaction between users and the creation of cyber communities, in the
strictest sense of roots and virtual communities [4,5] or digital communities of practice [6].
This has even been described as a space for synergy with a collaborative approach [7] and
for co-creation as a key element in sustainability [8]. For these actions to take place, heritage
educommunication through social networks is essential [9] as a channel that brings society
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closer to, reveals, and attempts to make heritage understood, as well as to value, enjoy, and,
ultimately, educate society about the same. In a context where virtualization makes sense
and physical limits are clear, actions to achieve optimum results from proposed objectives
must be evaluated.
Educommunication on the web has become fundamental in recent years [10], and
the present public health crisis has necessarily bolstered adoption [11]. In the matter at
hand, educommunication cannot be isolated since teaching culture, heritage awareness,
and, as indicated by United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) [12], the promotion of lifelong learning as a transformative factor that promotes
a more participative, multicultural, and sustainable society, requires institutions to estab-
lish new educational and communication policies. These must favor knowledge sharing
and approximation with society regarding the content they possess and promote, where
networks serve as an ally for heritage education in a universal space and context [13].
Over the last decade, the number of studies focused on the use of social networks has
increased, while we find ourselves in a changing world in constant evolution that must be
studied. Social networks offer an increasing number of ways to consume museums’ cultural
offering [14] as a means of sociocultural construction and as a tool for media coverage of
cultural and historical heritage [15]. There is over a decade of work in this line of research
in Spain [16–21], but web 2.0 heritage educommunication is a topic of international interest,
as shown by studies from Italy [22–24], Denmark [25,26], Portugal [27], Greece [28], the
United Kingdom [29,30], and the United States [31,32]. Likewise, there are world-renowned
institutions that have produced various reports [33–36] that represent a starting point for
this research.
According to the [33], in 2020 there were about 95,000 museums around the world, 60%
more than in 2012. The distribution of these institutions on the planet is very uneven and
this can be seen in the Report on the Implementation of the 2015 UNESCO Recommendation
concerning Museums and Collections. This study highlighted the unequal access to the
Internet around the world, which has forced the sector to join a global digitization policy
focused on aspects such as the digitization of collections, an improvement in inventories, a
minimum in infrastructure for scanning and cataloging, Internet access, etc., [34].
This gradual change has been strongly shaken throughout 2020 by the COVID-19
cri-sis, at which time, according to this report, some 85,000 institutions around the world
have been forced to close their doors and react quickly in developing its online presence,
which, on the other hand, did nothing but highlight the existing digital divide worldwide;
only 5% of museums in Africa and Small Island Developing States (SIDS) have been able
to develop content online [33]. These data are corroborated by the report prepared by
the International Council Of Museums (ICOM), in which almost 900 responses provided
by museums and professionals around the world are collected, in which, despite the
improvement in digital activities compared to previous years, the results increased the
deep regional differences since the younger museums or those with more fragile structures,
especially in Asia, Arab countries, Latin America, and the Caribbean seem to have been
the most affected regions [35].
This effort made by museum institutions due to the COVID-19 crisis has followed
the line started in 2015 by UNESCO [34], which not only underlined the essential role
played by museums in the cultural sphere, but also its importance as an engine of progress
and social well-being both in education and in the use of information and communication
technologies [33].
Therefore, the relevance of this study (regarding the subject) lies precisely in the
fact that emerging fields need a process of construction and settlement based on defined
standards and an evaluation that can lead to their improvement. The short history of
educommunication in museums does not leave many previous studies, although there are
some investigations that address the process of “humanization” or “de-professionalization”
in communication from heritage (in the voice of the professionals who guard it, con-
serve, etc.) towards people [37]. This article is a contribution to the field of knowledge; If
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a new educational scenario is imposed, it is not enough to be there, but a quality action
must be carried out so as not to perpetuate a bad practice that lacks significant educational
sense or that is not established in line with the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG). This
study seeks to know what is being done and to what extent key factors of education, social
participation and sustainability are being promoted.
The Present Study
The present study falls within the scope of a broad Research, Development and
Innovation (R&D&I) project undertaken by the ARGOS research group focused on web
2.0 heritage education [38]. This focus is based on understanding and analyzing the
educommunicative processes and strategies carried out on social media networks by
institutions in the non-formal arena of social sciences and heritage education, principally
museums [11,39–41]. Specifically, the present study furthers a line of research based
on the study of digital archeology heritage educommunication, as it is one of the most
representative in the fields of social sciences, and one of the most abundant in digital
resources, reconstructions, augmented reality, virtual reality, and virtual tours [42].
As in most fields, digital technology has had a major impact on archeology, and
recent studies have taken into account technology management [43], as well as how
institutions using this technology communicate and educate through social networks [11].
This latter study constitutes a precedent in its analysis of educommunication carried
out on Twitter by Spanish archeology museums during COVID-19 (coronavirus disease);
however, Italian museums have always been at the forefront of a systematic review of the
literature on this topic [3,22,24]. For this reason, this study was expanded to compare these
educommunicative strategies.
Apart from its geographic and cultural proximity with Spain, Italy is at the top of
UNESCO’s list of world heritage sites [44]. Consequently, with such a rich heritage, Italy’s
communication and education actions are in the spotlight. Some articles have shown
relevant findings that merit further study: In an analysis of data from 2011 to 2014, the
Virtual Museum Transnational Network (v-must) found that 9 million people in Italy use
social networks to inquire about art and culture [3]. As a result, it is worth examining
whether museums are responding to the educational factor through social networks. It
was important to identify key areas for further action in order to perform a comparative
study of the results from both studies. The ultimate goal was to determine whether all of
this accumulated experience can establish Italian museums as an example of best practices
in educommunication through social networks and highlight possible similarities and
differences with other countries that had previously been studied, such as the case of
Spain [11].
Apart from this main line of research, the present study analyzed two key factors
among the 17 goals for sustainable development promoted by the United Nations. The
first deals with educational goal and the ‘promotion of lifelong learning opportunities’
(SDG4) [45] and the second refers to ‘Sustainable cities and communities’, specifically, goal
4: ‘Strengthen efforts to protect and safeguard the world’s cultural and natural heritage’
(SDG11) [46]. To achieve both intentions, two factors must be present in the strategies
and their content: (1) heritage awareness achieved through the educational focus and
objective, and the prevailing type of learning; (2) citizen participation, brought about by
the promotion of the R-elational factor [1,47], such that the interaction should happen in a
bidirectional manner, encouraging participation, reflection, the processes of co-creation,
and feedback. If experiences are significant, the user will establish links, activating the
chain of heritage awareness [48] and, thus, the commitment and care necessary to achieve
heritage sustainability. The sustainable development goals (SDG) are a priority in the
2030 Agenda [49,50]. Likewise, they encourage lifelong learning which, like sustainable
development, should be an area of development and ongoing awareness to view learning
not just as a simple tool for productivity or consumption, rather as an element of essential
personal development [51].
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Ultimately, this study attempted to answer the following research question by way of
a mixed methods investigation: Are the Italian archeology museums present on Twitter
participative and educommunicational environments where heritage sustainability and
lifelong learning are promoted?
2. Materials and Methods
Although there have been prior studies of a similar nature to the one presented
here, they have mainly focused on defined aspects of communicative activity for specific
events such as museum night [52] or Museum Week [11,22,23], or a generic perspective not
centered specifically on educommunicative aspects [53]. In this sense, the main contribution
of our study is the detailed analysis of content with an educational purpose to determine
what is being done and how it is being done at archeology museums in order to identify
weaknesses with the goal of improving educational quality on the web. The following
working method was established to achieve this goal: (1) The most widely used hashtags
temporarily established by each of the institutions with educational content were selected
using a metric analysis tool for Twitter activity [54], which allowed for the numerical
recording of activity starting from the date the account was created; (2) The content of the
tweets was analyzed through the implementation of a web 2.0 heritage educommunication
analytic tool (I-EP2.0) [11]. This tool (see Table 1) uses a comprehensive analysis system
focused on three factors: (1) the predominant educational objective from the message,
(2) the ‘R-elational factor’ [1] incorporated to encourage citizen participation, and (3) the
prevailing style of learning promoted. Starting from these factors, the educommunicative
actions carried out by the institutions studied were assessed, and the degree to which the
factors involved in heritage sustainability—citizen participation and heritage awareness—
were promoted was analyzed.
Table 1. Analytical tool for heritage educommunication on the web 2.0.
VARIABLES INDICATORS DESCRIPTORS
1. Purpose of the message
(Heritage Education)
1.1 Purely transmissive, to make
information known
The main objective is to inform and bring a museum’s
collection closer to the public by contextualizing the
works or any other academic data related to a work.
1.2 Participatory and interactive proposals The main objective of the post is to spur theparticipation-involvement of Internet users
1.3 Give tools for understanding The post mainly provides content of a reflective nature.
1.4 Promotes values of stewardship,
protection and respect
Tries to involve the public so that heritage can come to be
understood as an active part of society.
1.5 Enjoy and transfer
Involves users to integrate them into the museum’s
activities, projects, contests, webquests, etc., enjoying
the process.
1.6 Non-applicable It has not any heritage education purpose
2. R-elational Factor
2.1 Interaction (demonstrative) Type of interaction: behavioural, question-answer(quizzes, trivia, password, etc.).
2.2 Reflection (Interpretative) Through questions, fosters a critical dimension,helps to interpret.
2.3 Co-creation (Constructive) Transformative, creative, collaborative.
2.4 Non-applicable Does not seek participation.
3. Dominant learning type
3.1 Behaviourism
There is a question asked by the institution that awaits
the public’s answer; there is a question-and-answer
dynamic (password).
3.2 Cognitivism The Tweet itself indicates where the answer is
3.3 Constructivism
Directly challenges users; appeals to socialization, the
exchange of personal experiences and mixes previous
knowledge with the current context.
3.4 Connectivism
It joins the initiative of another institution at the same
time that it connects a current issue with an educational
element of its collection; cites another institution, uses a
specific appearance hashtag (a daily topic, nothing
scheduled or periodic).
3.5 Non-applicable It is an advertisement or reply to another account
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The unique circumstances of the COVID-19 pandemic, such as physical museum
closures for health reasons, bolstered activity on the web 2.0; as a result, these circumstances
set the temporal nature of the analysis.
2.1. Objectives and Research Questions
To answer the previously stated research question, the general objective (GO) was to
analyze Italian archeology heritage institutions’ educommunicative activity on Twitter, with
special attention paid to the first semester of 2020 when populations were on lockdown due
to the COVID-19 pandemic, and to compare the results obtained with Spanish museums
based on the factors incorporated in the SDGs of sustainable heritage, citizen participation
and awareness, and lifelong learning.
Likewise, the following specific objectives (SO) were established:
SO1. Quantify Twitter activity generated by Italian archeology and open-air museums
during the lockdown due to COVID-19.
SO2. Analyze educommunicative initiatives using hashtags created by museums
based on the objective of the message, the R-elational factor, and the prevailing type of
learning for the initial months of the health crisis.
SO3. Compare the educommunication carried out on Twitter by Italian archeology
museums and sites with that carried out by Spanish archeology and open-air museums.
SO4. Determine whether institutions are promoting sustainable heritage via sus-
tainable development goal number 11.4: ‘Strengthen efforts to protect and safeguard the
world’s cultural and natural heritage’ by means of educommunication on Twitter. Overall,
two key factors were considered: citizen participation and heritage awareness.
SO5. Analyze to what degree the chosen institutions are committed to Sustainable
Development Goal 4: ‘promote lifelong learning opportunities for all’.
2.2. Sample
The Italian archeology institutions were selected from the official register of ‘Ministero
per i beni e le attività culturali e per il turismo’ (MiBACT) following the search criteria
below: “Area Archeologica” (n = 414), “Parco Archeologico” (n = 77) y “Museo, Galleria
e/o racolta” (n = 372); in the latter, only those institutions that included terminology
referencing archeology such as ‘Archeology Museum’ were selected. This yielded a total of
N = 863 sites or institutions. Subsequently, the sample underwent detailed data filtering,
and all instances that did not have an official Twitter account were excluded. In the Italian
sphere, this is a complex process because management may be either public or private,
and public management is further bifurcated into national and regional. This hinders the
identification of accounts, since many are centralized under one official generic regional
account [55,56]. The sample size was reduced to n = 126 accounts.
The next selection criterion was the level of activity on the institutions’ official Twitter
accounts, where a consistent 3–5 tweets per week was considered robust in educommu-
nicative terms. After applying this latest criterion, the final sample size was n = 41 official
Twitter accounts (32.54% of the 126 accounts identified, only 4.75% of the 863 locations
and institutions listed by the Ministry). Finally, hashtags used in at least 10 tweets were
included in the sample for analysis. Since the Italian lockdown lasted for 70 days, writing
at least one weekly post with the same hashtag was considered planned activity. In total,
40,641 tweets (26.94%) from Italian institutions using at least one hashtag were analyzed.
The sample from a study carried out on Spanish archeology and open-air museums [11,40]
was used for the comparative analysis. The same procedure for selection was followed.
Official data obtained from the Spanish Ministry of Culture and Sport under the heading
‘Directory of Museums and Collections’ was used, and the search terms ‘arqueológico’
and ‘de sitio’ yielded N = 254 listed institutions. Starting from this figure, the official
Twitter accounts for each of these institutions were sought, and a final sample of n = 59 was
obtained, representing just 23.2% of the total sample. Following the previously described
selection criterion (3–5 weekly tweets), a sample of only n = 31 Spanish institutions showed
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sufficiently consistent activity over the time period examined to indicate planned activity
that allowed for the identification of significant examples of educommunicative initiatives.
For the Spanish institutions, a higher selection criterion of 40 tweets was used. On the one
hand, this was due to a longer social lockdown period in the first semester of 2020 lasting
90 days; on the other hand, the activity between the months of March and June 2020 had to
be repeated between three and five times a week. Ultimately, 213,571 tweets, from n = 31
different Spanish institutions that were active over the last five years, were analyzed. From
this activity, 52,408 (24.5%) were written by the institutions themselves using at least one
hashtag which allowed them to be categorized into specific themes.
In summary, n = 72 official Twitter accounts from Italian (n = 41) and Spanish (n = 31)
institutions in the field of archeology were analyzed in this study. Between tweets with
original content, retweets, and shared content there were a total of 364,448 tweets, where
only 93,049 (25.53%) were written by the institutions using at least one hashtag (see Figure 1).
Figure 1. Diagram flow.
3. Results
3.1. Italian Archeology Heritage Institutions in Figures: Twitter Activity
An initial analysis of the data provided initial quantitative statistics on the institutions:
the number of followers, overall activity figures, as well as tweets posted from the total
of 3200. This allowed for the creation of an analysis tool for each institution in order
to determine the degree of communicative productivity and original activity for each
in relation to its most frequently used tweets and hashtags, which were then classified
according to the prevailing function (see Table 2).
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Table 2. The Twitter activity of archaeological and Italian open-air museums. The table summarizes the number of followers, activity, and most-used hashtags.
Museum Followers Activity Dates Total Activity Original Tweets Most Used Hastag/Function
Direzione Regionale Musei dell’Umbria 1323 January 2018–September 2020 1546 1226 #iorestoacasa157 Tweets/Educational
Fondazione Brescia Musei 4337 July 2016–September 2020 8569 2838 #Brescia 137Tweets/Informative
MSidicinum 261 February 2019–September 2020 762 108 #iovadoalmuseo 6Tweets/Educational
Musei Calabria 3289 December 2015–August 2020 974 486 #museoeparcoarcheologico 19Tweets/Educational
Musei dell’Umbria 3807 May 2018–May 2020 9738 272 #Umbria 29Tweets/Informative
musei dell’Alto Vicentino 799 March 2012–May 2020 1773 1725 #Valdagno 2Tweets/informative
Musei Molise 222 March 2017–July 2020 124 99 #Molise 11Tweets/Informative
Museo Alife 360 March 2019–June 2020 775 89 #iovadoalmuseo 8tweets/Educational
Museo Archeologico di Calatia 3434 April 2018–September 2020 6288 1113 #MuseumWeek 38Tweets/Educational
Museo Archeologico di Fregellae
“Amedeo Maiuri” 104 January 2019–September 2020 85 60
#Ceprano 6
Tweets/Informative
Museo Archeologico Nazionale di Firenze 8592 March 2014–June 2020 4264 2308 #MuseumWeek 144Tweets/Educational
Museo Archeologico Nazionale di Napoli 8977 December 2013–August 2020 871 518 #Napoli 92Tweets/Informative
Museo Archeologico Nazionale di
Pontecagnano “Gli Etruschi di frontiera” 1129 June 2017–September 2020 1573 544
#MAP 98
Tweets/ Informative
Museo Archeologico Nazionale di Venezia 12,324 August 2012–September 2020 2973 2365 #maggioalmuseo 49Tweets/Informative
Museo Archeologico Nazionale di Verona 220 August 2017–September 2020 332 164 #workinprogress 12Tweets/Informative
Museo Archeologico Sardinia (Cagliari) 14,001 March 2018–September 2020 31,856 1816 #racconti 111Tweets/Educative
Museo Archeologico Virtuale 4734 January 2013–August 2020 3477 2000 #FestivalMemoria 457Tweets/Informative
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Table 2. Cont.
Museum Followers Activity Dates Total Activity Original Tweets Most Used Hastag/Function
Museo del Carbone 4732 April 2016-August 2020 8078 1070 #MuseumWeek 197Tweets/Educative
Museo di Cabras 1329 April 2014–May 2020 1201 1062 #museodicabras 159Tweets/Informative
Museo di Salo 309 August 2015–July 2020 685 581 #Salò 81Tweets/Informative
Museo Eboli 173 August 2020–August 2020 84 12 #gioiellicampani 1Tweet/Informative
Museo Lavinium 451 December 2014–September 2020 96 96 #Pomezia 20Tweets/Informative
Museo Marta. Taranto-Puglia 4200 January 2016–September 2020 2263 1893 #MArTA 238Tweets/Informative
Museo Regionale di Scienze
Naturali di Torino 2896 January 2015–September 2020 4739 2718
#ViaggioDellaMagenta 132
Tweets/Informative
Museo Salinas. Palermo 5668 July 2015–September 2020 4171 1009 l#estoriedituttinoi 207Tweets/Informative
Museosmcv (Antica Capua) 234 May 2015–September 2020 899 892 #viaggioinitalia 15Tweets/Educative
NuragheLosa (Parco Archeologico Losa) 1569 February 2013-September 2020 784 573 #NuragheLosa 146Tweets/Informative
Parchi Valcornia 1714 July 2012–June 2020 3331 1662 #Piombino 108Tweets/Informative
Parco Archeologico dell’Appia Antica 1195 June 2018–September 2020 554 424 #appiaantica 10Tweets/Informative
Parco Archeologico di Ostia Antica 2271 August 2016–September 2020 1609 1234 #vediamociaostiantica 86Tweets/Informative
Parco Archeologico di Paestum e Velia 4394 February 2016–September 2020 3422 1473 #Paestum 127Tweets/Informative
Parco Colosseo 6678 November 2018–September 2020 4799 1506 #igiovedìdelPArCo 87Tweets/Educative
Parco e Museo Genna Maria di Villanovaforru 552 December 2012–September 2020 145 135 #villanovaforru 10Tweets
Parco Incisioni. Grosio 493 June 2012–February 2020 1045 1026 #Valtellina 17Tweets/Informative
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Table 2. Cont.
Museum Followers Activity Dates Total Activity Original Tweets Most Used Hastag/Function
Polo Museale Abruzzo 384 May 2018–January 2020 287 269 #Celano 33Tweets/Informative
Polo Museale della Basilicata 1005 January 2013–May 2020 1474 1448 #DomenicalMuseo 8Tweets/Informative
Polo Napoli 10,487 April 2016–September 2020 4469 663 #MuseumWeek 26Tweets/Educative
Pompeii Sites 29,175 July 2017–September 2020 6223 1772 #Pompei 324Tweets/Educative
Sistema Museo 5974 January 2019–September 2020 21,167 302 #Umbria 33Tweets/Educative
Sito UNESCO della Sardegna
(Fondazione Barumini) 653 November 2013–September 2020 264 206
#Barumini 22
Tweets/Informative
Villa Mosaici Spello 1351 February 2018–September 2020 3108 884 #VillaMosaiciSpello 190Tweets/Informative
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As Table 2 shows, there were 41 Italian museums with official Twitter accounts and con-
sistently updated content. The most frequently used hashtags for 28 institutions (68.29%)
had purely informative or marketing purposes, while for the remaining 13 (31.71%) they
had educommunicative purposes. It is worth highlighting that some of the most frequently
used educational hashtags emerged during the lockdown such as #iorestoacasa, used by
the Direzione Regionale Musei dell’mbria, #iovadoalmuseo used by MSidicinum y Museo
Alife, or #Racconti used by the Museo Archeologico Sardegna, Cagliari. This shows there
were institutions that chose to use Twitter as an educommunicative environment during
the forced closures due to COVID-19.
The same variables from a prior study on Spanish archeology institutions [11], which
are key to the comparative analysis in this study, were analyzed. A total of 31 institutions
were examined, among which 23 institutions (74.19%) showed predominantly informa-
tional or advertising focused hashtags, whereas the purpose of the most widely used
hashtags for only 8 institutions (25.81%) was educational.
3.2. Content Analysis of Educommunicative Strategies 2.0
Spain and Italy faced a very similar series of events and governmental measures taken
during the pandemic, due not just to geographic proximity, but also to socioeconomic ties.
The respective time periods of government mandated closure of public spaces were used
in this study. Although some regions of Lombardy and northern Italy were on lockdown
prior to 10 March, the declaration of a nationwide lockdown was used as the start date.
The start of progressive reopening on 18 May was used for the end date, for a total of 10
weeks of closure without physical visits to institutions or sites.
Of the 41 official Twitter accounts from Italian institutions in charge of archeology
heritage (see Table 2), a consistent educommunicative strategy over the time period exam-
ined was found in only 9 cases (21.95%) (see Table 3). Considering the museums analyzed
were closed for a total of 70 days, the use of hashtags on, minimally, a weekly basis, such
as in the case of Museo Archeologico Nazionale di Venezia, would have been favorable.
Their educommunicative policy promoted challenges on Facebook with hashtags like
#Minimamiribilia or #MonetaSonante. They showed a picture of two items such as gems or
coins and a brief explanation of each, then asked internet users to vote for their favorite.
The Direzione Regionale Musei Umbria stands out for frequency and total number of
tweets with 157 for the hashtag #iorestoacasa spanning various educommunicative goals,
principally transmission (53.5%). Secondly, through the combination of three hashtags
(#Archeobuongiorno, #racconti and #Laculturanonsiferma) the Museo Archeologico Sardegna
carried out a mostly transitive educommunicative policy of a cognitive learning nature
where the institution simply provided information about specific items or content.
The first variable (V.1) analyzed the proposed heritage education goal; it is worth
noting that 57.47% of the tweets analyzed were from the lowest stage of the sequence: trans-
mission. Only the Museo Archeologico Nazionale di Venezia produced more participatory
posts than purely transmissive ones.
Regarding R-elational initiatives (V.2), the archeology institutions examined scarcely
attempted collective dynamics (90.89% of the tweets contained no initiative), and those
identified were based on the simplest dynamic (question-response) via questionnaires that
Twitter facilitates.
Finally, regarding the proposed learning (V.3), 83.8% of the initiatives promote a
cognitive strategy. That is to say, the institution provided all the information it felt was
relevant about a specific piece of its collection.
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Table 3. Analysis and catalogue of educational hashtags used during the lockdown in Italy.
Museum Hastags Covid 19 Tweets
V.1 Purpose of the Message V.2 R-Elational Factor V.3 Dominant Learning Type
1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.5
Direzione Regionale












109 70 2 0 28 1 8 2 0 0 107 0 97 1 2 9
Museo Lavinium #ArcheoDeltagli#Laculturanonsiferma 20 18 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 20 0 19 0 0 1
Sistema Museo #Umbria 12 8 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 12 0 10 0 0 2
Parco Archeologico
di Ostia Antica #iorestoacasa 18 9 0 0 1 7 1 0 0 0 18 0 17 0 0 1




#iorestoacasa 26 6 4 2 1 12 1 0 0 4 22 0 17 5 1 3
Pompeii Sites #Pompei #Pompeii 13 6 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 0 13 0 9 0 0 4
395 227 33 22 44 51 18 29 0 7 359 17 331 9 4 34
% 57.47 8.4 5.57 11.14 12.91 4.56 7.34 0 1.77 90.89 4.3 83.8 2.28 1.01 8.6
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From the perspective of comparative analysis, although activity was greater at Spanish
institutions, the results do not show significant changes. (see Table 4). Of the 31 institutions
from the Spanish sample, only 10 (32.2%) carried out planned activity throughout the
lockdown. Some institutions chose hashtags that were popular across the globe to share
cultural content in their respective languages: #Yomequedoencasa or #LaCulturaEnTuCasa.
Others preferred to adapt the message to their own brand by creating an original hashtag
with its own identity such as #AltamiraDesdeCasa (Museo de Altamira) or #elMNATenCasa
(Museo Nacional de Arqueología de Tarragona).
Table 4. Comparison between Italian and Spanish institutions activity during their lockdown.
Country Tweets
V.1 Purpose of the Message V.2 R-Elational Factor V.3 Dominant Learning Type
1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.5
Italy 395 227 33 22 44 51 18 29 0 7 359 17 331 9 4 34% 57.47 8.4 5.57 11.14 12.91 4.56 7.34 0 1.77 90.89 4.3 83.8 2.28 1.01 8.61
Spain 1177 671 210 78 80 138 0 133 23 50 971 131 629 64 67 286
% 57 17.84 6.63 6.8 11.72 0 11.3 1.95 4.25 82.5 11.13 53.44 5.44 5.69 24.3
Upon further analysis, it is evident that for variable V.1, the objective of the message,
the predominant goal for both cases was purely informative (i1.1) at over 50% of the
messages in an almost exact interval. Both countries exceeded 57% of the tweets posted
(898 of the 1572 analyzed), which announced formal aspects of the different collections. This
purpose is closely linked to the absence of initiatives that motivate or provoke interaction
between users or between users and institution, which prevents the development of a
greater number of R-elational initiatives in the second variable. Some figures stood out
for each case in the table above. For the Spanish institutions, it was the participatory (i1.2)
and understanding (i1.3) objectives, which encouraged users to participate and provided
them with hints to understanding the heritage and, thus, promote contemplation. As for
the Italian institutions, the promotion of values and attitudes towards heritage (i1.4) and
appreciation and transference (i1.5) stood out. Similarly noteworthy is item 1.6, which
recorded the lack of a clear objective in the message; although infrequent, its presence
was evident. The most notable figures were those that showed the greatest amount of
variability. In Spanish institutions, citizen participation was encouraged to a larger extent,
while in Italian institutions promoting the goal of sustainable heritage through awareness
and appealing to the values of conservation, ownership, and respect was more prevalent.
Secondly, the ‘R-elational Factor’ (V.2) was analyzed with respect to the quantity
and typology of participative initiatives the institutions tweeted. Despite being a 2.0
environment where interaction and the creative capacity of users is presumed, the lack
of participative initiatives was surprising in both countries. This component was present
in 9.11% of Italian institutions’ tweets, while, thanks to the participative initiatives of
two institutions which stood out throughout the study—the Alcazaba de Almería and
the Museo Arqueologico Nacional—the value recorded for Spanish tweets was 17.5%.
It is important to note that among the few participative initiatives identified, the most
frequently used strategy was interaction (7.34% for Italy and 11.3% for Spain). Institutions
took advantage of a ‘survey’ tool that Twitter provides account holders, which displays a
series of options below a single question or comment, and users only have to click on the
option they prefer.
Finally, in response to the prevailing type of learning present in each of the tweets
(V.3), the high level of tweets with at least one suggested learning type allows us to consider
these educommunicative environments, even if this alone does not qualify them as quality
environments. Moreover, it cannot be overlooked that this sample was selected using a very
reduced and specific time frame of just 2–3 months with sporadic hashtags, which favored
the digital dimension due to the lockdown. The prevailing strategy in both countries has
been termed cognitive (i3.2) capturing 83.8% of the analyzed tweets in Italy and 53.4% in
Spain, which also displayed a high level of tweets with no proposed learning objective
(24.3%). This style of message is defined by the institution providing all the information it
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deems necessary about an item from its collection, while the user is not required to do any
exploring or questioning, nor provide any further input apart from reading the information
provided. Considering that the web 2.0 is an ideal environment for the construction
of new learning paradigms and the interconnection between users and institutions, the
limited number of messages where the prevailing type of learning was constructive (i3.3)
or connective (i3.4) (2.28 and 1.01% in Italy and 5.44 and 5.69% in Spain, respectively) was
negatively surprising.
3.3. Archeological Institutions, SDGs, and Citizen Participation
One of the key factors to achieving community involvement that strengthens heritage
sustainability is that the citizenry establish connections through interaction. Considering
that the fundamental agreements of the Sustainable Development Goals describe the
need for an active and participative society, this study analyzed whether institutions in
charge of archeology heritage in Italy and Spain were truly promoting and incentivizing
citizen participation through interactive initiatives such as surveys, or exchange activities
such as sharing experiences in museums by sending pictures and amateur models of
specific artifacts produced at home. To analyze this factor, data which only reflect ‘passive’
participation were omitted since they did not expressly influence the message issued, such
as a ‘like’ or ‘sharing’ information. The analysis focused on participative initiatives that
show a clear R-elational factor (see Table 5). Namely, it focused on initiatives that imply
explicit citizen participation to advance or achieve some goal—any request that the user
take a specific action like voting, sending pictures, or giving their opinion, among others.
It is extremely remarkable that in a web 2.0 communicative environment, where
interaction and co-creation by participants is presumed, the institutions scarcely incen-
tivized users’ active involvement. Italian institutions that did so represented less than
10% of the total. Only 9.11% of the tweets promoted some sort of active participation.
The figures were somewhat higher for Spanish institutions (17.5% of the tweets promoted
active participation), although this was due entirely to the high level of activity carried
out by two specific institutions: the Alcazaba de Almería and the Museo Arqueológico
Nacional. This represents an important separation and a marked absence of this factor
among the institutions. Evolution is necessary until a formula for connecting with the user
and a common path for the participative goal of involvement and commitment to social
awareness to reach the desired heritage sustainability can be found.
Among the limited number of participative initiatives, it is apparent that the institu-
tions opted for interaction (i2.1) through the use of surveys or quizzes, both for the Italian
institutions (7.34% of tweets) and for the Spanish institutions (11.3%). In both countries,
there were nearly no reflexive initiatives (i2.2), which demonstrates that neither critical
nor interpretive dimensions were encouraged. Finally, the reduced presence—though
emergent and paramount—of truly co-creative initiatives (i2.3) that directly ask the user to
undertake some activity based on a piece from the collection in a transformative, creative,
or collaborative manner should be highlighted; there were only 1.77% in Italy and 4.25%
in Spain.
To fully understand the sustainability factor, this study analyzed whether institutions
in charge of archeology heritage are in line with respect for and conservation of heritage
(Goal 11, target 4: “Strengthen efforts to protect and safeguard the world’s cultural and
natural heritage”). This goal is directly involved in achieving sustainability. The procedural
sequence proposed by Fontal (2003) for heritage education is fundamental: to know,
understand, value, respect, conserve, and transmit. To do so, we have used the values
obtained from variable 1 “Heritage Education”, indicator i1.4, “goal for ownership, care,
and respect” by analyzing the tweets whose primary objective was to raise awareness of
the need to care for, respect, and conserve heritage by making use of the hashtags from the
sample (see Table 6). While the interaction component is responsible for creating the link,
the prevailing objective in educational initiatives is key to raise awareness in the user.
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Table 5. Museums, Hastags during COVID-19, and R-elational factor to measure institutions’ participative initiatives.
V.2 R-Elational Factor
Country Museum Hashtag Tweets 2.1 Inter. 2.2 Refl 2.3 (Co) Cre 2.4 There Is Not
Italy
Direzione Regionale












109 2 0 0 107
Museo Lavinium #ArcheoDeltagli#Laculturanonsiferma 20 0 0 0 20
Sistema Museo #Umbria 12 0 0 0 12
Parco Archeologico di
Ostia Antica #iorestoacasa 18 0 0 0 18




#iorestoacasa 26 0 0 4 22
Pompeii Sites #Pompei #Pompeii 13 0 0 0 13
TOTAL 395 29 0 7 359
% 7.34 0 1.77 90.89
Spain
Conjunto Monumental
Alcazaba de Almería #TuAlcazabaOnLine/#AlcazabaOnline 461 109 22 18 312
MARQ. Museo
Arqueológico de Alicante #quedateencasaconelMARQ 181 0 0 0 181
Medina Azahara.
Conjunto Arqueológico #EnCasaConMedina 45 0 0 0 45
Museo Alhambra #TuMuseoOnLine 36 0 0 0 36
Museo Arqueológico
Córdoba #QuedateEnCasa 60 0 0 0 60
Museo de Altamira #AltamiraDesdeCasa 30 6 0 6 18
MAN. Museo
Arqueológico Nacional #MANSiempreCerca 154 17 1 1 135
MNAR. Museo Nacional
de Arte Romano #EnCasaconelMNAR/#LaCulturaEnTuCasa 53 0 0 14 39
MNAT. Museu Nacional
Arqueològic de Tarragona #elMNATaCasa 19 1 0 11 7
Museu de la història i de
la cultura de Mallorca.
(Pollentia)
#MuseudeMallorcaDesdecasa 138 0 0 0 138
TOTAL 1177 133 23 50 971
% 11.3 1.95 4.25 82.5
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Table 6. Analysis of tweets in relation to SDG 11 “Cities” Goal 4 “Heritage”.
Country Museum Hashtag Tweets SGDs.11 Cities(Heritage) [V.1–1.4] %
Italy
Direzione Regionale Musei








#Laculturanonsiferma 109 28 25.69
Museo Lavinium #ArcheoDeltagli#Laculturanonsiferma 20 0 0
Sistema Museo #Umbria 12 0 0
Parco Archeologico
di Ostia Antica #iorestoacasa 18 1 5.55
Polo Napoli #iorestoacasa 18 0 0
museosmcv (Antica Capua) #viaggioinItalia #iorestoacasa 26 1 3.85
Pompeii Sites #Pompei #Pompeii 13 2 15.38
TOTAL 395 44 11.40%
Spain
Conjunto Monumental Alcazaba
de Almería #TuAlcazabaOnLine/#AlcazabaOnline 461 72 15.62
MARQ. Museo Arqueológico
de Alicante #quedateencasaconelMARQ 181 1 0.55
Medina Azahara.
Conjunto Arqueológico #EnCasaConMedina 45 0 0
Museo Alhambra #TuMuseoOnLine 36 0 0
Museo Arqueológico Córdoba #QuedateEnCasa 60 0 0
Museo de Altamira #AltamiraDesdeCasa 30 2 6.67
MAN. Museo
Arqueológico Nacional #MANSiempreCerca 154 2 1.3
MNAR. Museo Nacional
de Arte Romano #EnCasaconelMNAR/#LaCulturaEnTuCasa 53 1 1.89
MNAT. Museu Nacional
Arqueològic de Tarragona #elMNATaCasa 19 1 5.26
Museu de la història i de la
cultura de Mallorca. (Pollentia) #MuseudeMallorcaDesdecasa 138 1 0.72
TOTAL 1177 80 6.80%
From the hashtags analyzed in Italy, the percentage of tweets that attempted to directly
raise awareness of values like ownership, respect, and care for heritage was 11.4%. In
other words, at least one out of every ten tweets dealt directly with raising awareness of
protecting and safeguarding heritage. The efforts of Museo de Cagliari and the official
account for Pompeii stand out above the rest. By contrast, raising awareness about the
value of protecting and caring for heritage was the objective of only 6.8% of the tweets
analyzed in Spain. Only the Alcazaba de Almería carried out a consistent, planned strategy
in this regards.
Finally, as a consequence of the public health crisis, the UN incorporated new areas of
action called “COVID response” into Goal 4 from the SDGs “Ensure inclusive and equitable
quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all”. These were created
by the “Global Education Coalition: COVID-19 Education Response”. There were three
main areas of intervention proposed: (1) “help countries in mobilizing resources and
implementing innovative and context-appropriate solutions to provide education remotely,
leveraging hi-tech, low-tech and no-tech approaches”, (2) “seek equitable solutions and
universal access”, and (3) “ensure coordinated responses and avoid overlapping efforts”.
All of the above are related, to a greater or lesser extent, to the educational response that
institutions should implement digitally, which was the primary objective of this study. For
this, we attempted to analyze the prevailing type of learning that the institutions promoted
through their tweets in the selected hashtags to determine to what degree this remote
learning and universal access response is being carried out (see Table 7).
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Table 7. Analysis of tweets in relation to prevailing learning type.
Dominant Learning Type V.3
Country Museum Hashtag Tweets 3.1 Behav. 3.2 Cogn. 3.3 Constr. 3.4 Connect. 3.5 There Is Not
Italy
Direzione Regionale Musei Umbria #iorestoacasa 157 17 124 3 1 12
Museo Archeologico Nazionale di
Venezia
#Minimamiribilia #MonetaSonante
#Supiazzadal1596 22 0 20 0 0 2
Museo Archeologico Sardinia (Cagliari) #Archeobuongiorno #racconti#Laculturanonsiferma 109 0 97 1 2 9
Museo Lavinium #ArcheoDeltagli #Laculturanonsiferma 20 0 19 0 0 1
Sistema Museo #Umbria 12 0 10 0 0 2
Parco Archeologico di Ostia Antica #iorestoacasa 18 0 17 0 0 1
Polo Napoli #iorestoacasa 18 0 18 0 0 0
museosmcv (Antica Capua) #viaggioinItalia #iorestoacasa 26 0 17 5 1 3
Pompeii Sites #Pompei #Pompeii 13 0 9 0 0 4
TOTAL 395 17 331 9 4 34
% 4.3 83.8 2.28 1.01 8.61
Spain
Conjunto Monumental Alcazaba
de Almería #TuAlcazabaOnLine/#AlcazabaOnline 461 104 157 48 4 148
MARQ. Museo Arqueológico
de Alicante #quedateencasaconelMARQ 181 0 94 2 1 84
Medina Azahara. Conjunto
Arqueológico #EnCasaConMedina 45 0 45 0 0 0
Museo Alhambra #TuMuseoOnLine 36 1 33 0 0 2
Museo Arqueológico Córdoba #QuedateEnCasa 60 0 58 0 0 2
Museo de Altamira #AltamiraDesdeCasa 30 7 12 4 0 7
MAN. Museo Arqueológico Nacional #MANSiempreCerca 154 15 91 2 21 25
MNAR. Museo Nacional de Arte Romano #EnCasaconelMNAR/#LaCulturaEnTuCasa 53 0 37 4 3 9
MNAT. Museu Nacional Arqueològic
de Tarragona #elMNATaCasa 19 4 4 4 1 6
Museu de la història i de la cultura de
Mallorca. (Pollentia) #MuseudeMallorcaDesdecasa 138 0 98 0 37 3
TOTAL 1177 131 629 64 67 286
% 11.13 53.44 5.44 5.69 24.3
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By choosing only those hashtags with an ongoing educommunicative strategy for
the time period analyzed, the percentages of tweets which included at least one type of
prevailing learning were substantially high: 91.39% for Italian institutions and 75.7% for
Spanish institutions. Despite this, it should not be overlooked that these percentages
represent a tiny portion of the overall volume of existing institutions: only 19 institutions
of the 72 (26.39%) that recorded regular Twitter activity. However, the data was much
more worrisome. Of the n = 1117 sites and institutions cataloged in official databases,
only n = 185 had an official account and have online visibility. This is the starting point to
establish educommunicative strategies: having a digital environment. These 19 institutions
represent 10.27% of the total comparative sample of n = 185.
After analyzing the learning type, the results show that the prevailing activity was
cognitive. Institutions simply provided information about a piece or an item from their
collections, a very traditionalist and reductionist vision of the educational strategy: data
transfer. This represented 53.44% of the tweets for Spanish institutions while it represented
83.8% for Italian ones. This indicator allows us to suggest, as was mentioned in Section 3.2,
that cultural and museum institutions are, indeed, generating “opportunities for lifelong
learning” (SDG 4), but for the moment only an extremely limited portion of the existing
institutions do so. Those that were active, encouraged learning with relative frequency
during this atypical situation where public places were forced to close, and online visits
were the norm. Nevertheless, these emergent educommunicative strategies only allow us
to talk about an initial state of activity in which institutions were being located, but not
about quality activity that makes users aware of the heritage they possess. The ultimate
goal of SDG 4 is quality education, and in order to achieve that, an improvement in
educommunicative quality is necessary.
4. Discussion
UNESCO defines cultural heritage simultaneously as a good and a process which
supplies society with a stream of resources inherited from the past, created in the present,
and transmitted to future generations for their benefit [57]. Culture and museum institu-
tions that originated from private collections and evolved into safeguarding, conservation,
investigation, and dissemination have a “corporate social responsibility” [58]. This can
be understood as a “set of actions that an organization strategically executes and com-
municates through discourse after assuming an active commitment to contribute to the
well-being of the local and global environment in a voluntary, cross-cutting, and lasting
manner, while integrating interest groups’ visions, involving its sphere of influence, ensur-
ing the sustainability of its corporate model, and achieving continuous improvement of
its social, environmental, and economic actions [59]. It thereby clearly defines their social
commitment as exhibitors.
Some global studies about institutions’ counterparts, the recipient, such as The Social
Media Family 2020 indicate that nearly 3.8 million internet users (of an online population
of close to 4.5 million users) confirm they interact on at least one social network. To
understand the magnitude of these figures we can compare them with global data: “48% of
the 7.75 billion inhabitants of planet Earth have a profile on at least one social network”.
That is to say, nearly half the planet has at least one account where they can interact [60].
In the context of this study, according to data from We Are Social and Hootsuite, in
January 2020 there were 49.48 million internet users (82% of its population), 1.2 million more
(+2.4%) than in January of 2019. Regarding social networks, at the start of 2020 there were
35 million users, an increase of 6.4% year over year. This represents a penetration of social
networks in Italy of 58% [61]. In Spain, of a total population of 46.75 million, there were
42.4 million internet users (91% of its population). The data show that around 29 million
people are active on the web 2.0, where 62% affirm spending two hours daily on social
media networks, among them Twitter (53%). Conversely, what is most striking, and at the
same time dismaying, about the figures provided by the Spanish government [62], is that
only 280,000 internet users (0.7% of the total population and 0.9% of internet users) confirm
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they regularly interact with museums, libraries, and monuments on social networks that
is, the real consumers of culture. In this respect, some research [63] indicates demand for
cultural goods must be answered with a holistic and attractive experience, a task which
the same institutions responsible for protecting and promoting heritage must assume. In
addition to these figures, the temporal nature of this study, which favors an increase in
activity on social networks, should be taken into account. According to a monthly analysis
of internet consumption at a global level, there was a 47% increase during the COVID-19
pandemic, although this same study confirms that social networks did not achieve a level
of penetration of 50% of the population [64]. This study asserts there was a 7.4% increase
in (321 million additional) internet users between the months of October 2019 and January
2020 and a 12.3% increase in the active use of social networks (453 million additional users).
As reported by the authors of these studies, these figures indicate the largest increase
since this data collection began in 2011 [60] and demonstrate that cultural and museum
institutions have been able to reach not only a larger overall market due to the increased
level of users, but also a market which has been using social networks for a longer period of
time. If demand and the number of visitors increases, institutions need to respond, not only
quantitatively, but qualitatively. It is not a question of posting better numbers, rather they
must create a connection, significant learning, and a commitment to heritage sustainability.
Before this study, we started from figures analyzed in the ICOM report [35] of Novem-
ber 2020, which indicates that 47% of the museums analyzed maintained their activity
on social networks; 41.9% claim to have increased their activity; and 3.8% confirmed that
they had started their presence on social networks as a result of the forced closure. Based
on these statistics, we thought that practically all the institutions would be present in the
network and a significant percentage would be active, however, the results have been far
from this hypothesis, although they have expanded their educational offer in some cases.
Quantitatively, most regions opted for the use of previous digital resources and greater
activity on social networks, although it is worth highlighting the effort in Western Europe
and North America to create new activities during confinement [33]. Effort rewarded by
the significant increase in online visits where the most visited content has been the social
networks of the museums and educational materials [36].
Continuing with the analysis of digital spaces, the institutions analyzed in the ICOM
report [35] state that 21.8% have staff dedicated full time to digital activities, while 56.8%
have staff dedicated to digital content but not full time. Economically, 29.4% of museums
dedicate between 1 and 5% of their budget to digital content, 14.9% of museums between
6 and 10%, and 12% of institutions more than 10%. On the other hand, 19.7% dedicate
less than 1% of the budget to digital activities. [35]. Of these figures, according to the
study carried out by Network of European Museums Organizations (NEMO), 3 out of
5 museums have suffered losses of EUR 20,300 per week during confinement, which has
had a direct impact on the hiring of staff or the forced end of collaborations with volunteer
programs [36]. Currently, 74.8% of the institutions are considering increasing the digital
offer and 76.6% are considering rethinking their strategy [35]. This shows, from our point
of view, a clear awareness and possibly the beginning of a new stage in museum web
2.0 educommunication. It is also interesting to know that 17.6% of the institutions have
started an online learning offer as a result of the confinement [35], something that should
be observed, quantified, and analyzed in future research that from this line of research is
already underway developing out internationally.
Although the report makes it clear that absolutely not all museum actions have been
counted, the report prepared by UNESCO has counted more than 800 actions by museums
in response to the crisis throughout the planet, demonstrating the importance of use of
information and communication technologies for the sector, which has allowed them to
transform many of the activities planned for 2020, from conferences to exhibitions, to digital
format. Of these more than 800 actions, 27.4% were produced in Latin America and the
Caribbean, 26.6% in Western Europe and others, 20.3% in Asia and the Pacific, 16.6% in
Eastern Europe, 7% in Arab countries, and 2.1% in Africa [33].
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Following isolated measures taken by some Chinese institutions due to physical
closures in response to the public health crisis, Italian museums were the first to promote
official platforms on the web 1.0 and 2.0 [22]. Some of the initiatives included virtual visits,
short videos made with drones in empty spaces with a mix of filming resources, and the
use of humor in the museum of Venice, which, in connection with the past, was recorded
using period masks that were also used to avoid contagion. Although Italian museums
significantly increased their activity on Twitter in general [22], of the institutions included in
the sample only those that were previously using Twitter, such as the Direzione Regionale di
Musei Umbria, the Museo Archeologico Nazionale di Venezia, and the Museo Archeologico
Sardegna, displayed truly consistent and organized activity. Although analysis of social
networks was not an objective of the present study, it comprises this line of research. After
observing social networks as a whole, it is evident that COVID-19 was a significant boost
for the Italian culture and museum institutions that decidedly bet on carrying out their
activity on Instagram or Facebook, leaving Twitter for specific actions, such as Museum
Week, where they had already been participating assiduously.
Some studies on the most frequently used apps indicated in 2016 that the use of
Twitter in Italy was far from the top five, namely it was in 17th position in comparison to
2nd for Facebook [23]. Other authors [63] indicated that exchange between museums and
their visitors was not sufficiently open (2017). However, Spain has a five or six-year track
record with this social network, which could partly explain the difference in the figures
obtained from the comparative analysis. Spanish museums have not ‘abandoned’ Twitter
as an educommunicative environment, although it is primarily used for information or
advertising. The first benchmark studies conducted in Spain on museums and the internet,
“lazos de luz azul” [65] and “La Educación Patrimonial. Teoría y Práctica en el Aula, el
Museo e Internet” [48], indicated beginnings focused on advertising and dialogue, and
the need for truly educommunicative strategies [66]. Moreover, some Spanish museums
have been posting on networks like Facebook with the same frequency and of the same
quality as has been the norm across the globe [67]. Archeology institutions had been
slowly entering the web 2.0 environment [11] until the point where it has now become a
fundamental part of their communication plans and strategies [68]. In addition to this well-
established track record on Twitter, the human component must be considered: personal
initiative. Museum personnel at some institutions have designed and implemented their
own educommunicative strategies without any limitations, either by themselves or with
the help of teams where economic and human constraints have permitted [39,68]. Globally,
and with a lack of more conclusive studies, institutions have attempted to adapt to the
physical closures in two ways. First, they have assured museum staff of their viability in
the short term [69,70]. Second, they have viewed the situation as an opportunity to create a
new channel for delivery to internet users [71].
Purely analytical studies indicate that without metrics to measure the capacity and
results achieved by institutions regarding engagement, it is clear that British and American
institutions have made a concerted effort to provide a larger quantity, higher quality, and
greater variety of content for their followers, as well as for future visitors [29].
The SDGs and the 2030 Agenda, together with citizen participation, fit perfectly in the
web 2.0 ecosystem. The web 2.0 is defined as an open and participative web [72] where
the presumption is that users become exhibitors and recipients at the same time, termed
“emirec” [73] in the same fashion as “prosumer”. Although the genesis of this concept is in
economics, contributions from authors like Henry Jenkins [74] helped to develop it from
the perspective of transmedia storytelling to describe users that not only receive or exhibit
information they deem relevant, but also take the leap to a new generation of content.
In view of the limited examples where institutions called for a connection among their
followers to generate forums to exchange information, experiences, etc., an interesting
proposal would be for institutions to explore a communicative strategy where “Formidling”
is greatly enhanced. Danish museums use this term to express a “connection between two
parties”, and in the museum field this is understood not only as the action of transmitting,
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but also as a reciprocal exchange, interpretations of meanings, and (inter)actions and
exchange [25].
In light of the results obtained, it is clear that the institutions analyzed that still use
Twitter as an educommunicative environment aim to increase awareness of respect and
care for heritage, although not as a matter of priority [3,75,76], except in cases where the
official account belongs to an open-air site such as Pompeii or the Alcazaba de Almería.
Finally, we can conclude that the institutions analyzed, though they represent only a
small percentage of the total number listed, have committed to truly educommunicative
initiatives consistent with the established SDGs and COVID goals during the first phase
of the public health crisis. Additional studies are needed to determine whether this
commitment to remote learning in the face of physical closures will pay dividends in the
form of higher numbers of followers and feedback; likewise, more studies are needed to
ascertain whether heritage institutions can serve as the driving force for the emergence and
strengthening of heritage cyber communities.
5. Conclusions
Since the Faro Convention [77], the concept of heritage communities has been defined
as “people who value specific aspects of cultural heritage which they wish, within the
framework of public action, to sustain and transmit to future generations” (p. 2). We
believe that introducing or transferring this concept to the web 2.0 enables us to talk
about heritage cyber communities [4,6,11] where we not only consider safeguarding or
promoting heritage but also a transcendental experience of lifelong learning through
the exchange of information and opinions in an online context [7], characterized by the
interconnectivity and the preeminence of the ephemeral. While this seems to be contrary
to “lifelong learning”, it should be seen as an opportunity for a museum to diversify its
offer, not only in terms of promotion (exhibitions, news, etc.) but also in terms of possible
themes or proposed collaborative actions (sharing memories in the museum, carrying out
actions to transform the space by proposing new pieces, etc.) and encouraging co-creation
processes [8].
The first benchmark studies conducted in Spain [48,65], allow us to verify that current
dynamics show how institutions dominate language on networks thanks to ongoing
training and the specialization of museum staff. However, due to time constraints [66], on
many occasions these individuals have to carry out educommunication which is chiefly
advertising in nature; institutions simply give notice of upcoming expositions, workshops,
and activities.
Some of the museum proposals observed by the UNESCO report [33] have been: the
use of previous digital resources, the digitization of activities already programmed to be
used during the lockdown, increasing activity on social networks, the creation of specific
activities for the lockdown, the organization of professional and scientific activities during
the lockdown, etc. This concern for good practices should not remain as a watertight
element when a physical closure occurs in the face of a supervening situation, this has
only been the prelude to a change that needs to undergo a process of transformation and
adaptation throughout the planet. The museum offer has already started a process that
will increase its digital offer by adding more digital resources and tools, but which is still
in a very incipient field to achieve outstanding educommunication. To highlight some
specific initiatives, Zürich’s Museum of Digital Art (MuDA) offered streaming classes titled
“Creative Corona Classes” divided by age, language, and subject. The Thyssen Museum
in Spain for example opted to digitize the exhibition scheduled for 2020 “Rembrandt and
Amsterdam portraiture, 1590–1760” also complementing it with an immersive experience
for users through the use of audio guides. The museum itself has reported an increase in
visits of 56% during the period between 13 March and 13 April 2020 compared to the same
period in 2019 [36].
We cannot forget the fundamental role that museums play in promoting and de-
veloping social and tourism, making these institutions an indispensable engine in the
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development of sustainable cultural and economic policies at both the local and national
levels [33]. This new situation has shown that online content is an absolutely fundamen-
tal extension and complement of the physical museum. Museums are not islets isolated
from each other, precisely in times of crisis is when it is necessary to bet on transnational
collaborations that allow learning from each other [36]. For this reason, this study is just
one example that allows us to know the activity of the countries in order to know the
weaknesses and strengths that each one contributes as references of an educommunication
that prevails today.
Interestingly, the third most serious threat to the institution according to those sur-
veyed, after not being able to reopen or not being able to attract new visitors, is losing
contact with the [35] community, something that web 2.0 allows to keep active and whose
lines of action must be adequate, meaningful, and professionally outlined in order to
achieve the social and educational objectives that are fundamental pillars of cultural insti-
tutions. Some lines of action that the ARGOS research group has been working on through
the analysis of educommunication and the emergence of new delocalized patrimonial
cybercommunities thanks to the characteristics of the digital world [11,39–41,78].
Certainly, museum visibility on social networks through the creation of official ac-
counts has allowed these institutions to penetrate users’ daily lives and offer them the
opportunity to access museum content at any time and from any place [79]. However, they
seem to have forgotten that web 2.0 platforms like Twitter were designed to be guided by
nodes of interest [80] avoiding being imbued with the rhizomatic model of knowledge
transmission [81], which is so characteristic of Twitter. It is difficult to find examples of
institutions that, mirroring society’s intellectual demands, propose activities or new themes
to facilitate forums for discussion. This places us close to educommunication but not yet
to the point of awareness and the signification of interactions. We are on the right path,
but there is still a long way to go. Italian archeology museums on Twitter, in general, do
not constitute a R-elational and participative educommunicative environment. Rather,
they continue to participate on the web 2.0 as mere exhibitors of the content they possess,
bringing to mind that primal function of safeguarding and exhibiting; they do manage to
incorporate the SDGs into their educommunicative objectives, at least more so than do
Spanish museums. Moreover, two issues should be noted. Firstly, the present study focused
only on Twitter, so it cannot be implied that this educommunication is being carried out
differently on other social media networks. Secondly, the sustainability and participation
components were only met thanks to a few benchmark institutions that made a difference.
Consequently, the landscape was not homogeneous in this regards. The institutions ana-
lyzed continue to participate on the web 2.0 as mere exhibitors of the content they possess
bringing to mind that primal function of safeguarding and exhibiting.
The objective is far from being met. An equilibrium between the parties must be
reached, but, presently, we face highly insufficient results that must be improved in order
to achieve quality standards and respond to social and technological demands. The SDGs
analyzed in the present study—opportunities for lifelong learning, care and protection of
heritage, and citizen participation—can and must be the three fundamental axes in future
educommunicative plans of the culture and museum institutions on Twitter.
Only if institutions work to achieve the sequences that refer to respect, care, and
ownership can true global awareness for protecting and safeguarding the cultural and
natural heritage of the world be created. Raising awareness through these objectives,
establishing links through interaction, and engaging users through learning are absolutely
necessary in this educommunicative chain.
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